
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  
 

 

 

 
  

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
   

  
  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Martaw Comments Responses 

I-Martaw-1 

I-Martaw-2 

I-Martaw-3 

I-Martaw-4 

I-Martaw-5 

I-Martaw-6 

I-Martaw-7 

I-Martaw-1: The Wild Horse and Burro Act did not specify legal descrip-
tions in the designation of the HMAs and HAs. See Figure 2-6 Herd Areas 
and Figure 2-10 for location of HMAs.  

Several GIS layers are available to the public for downloading at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/ 
gis/geospatial_data.html. 

I-Martaw-2: Management of HMAs and HAs are provided at Actions 
WH&B- 1.3 and WH&B- 1.4. 

I-Martaw-3: According to the Land Use Planning Handbookd-H1601 – 
BLM may consider designation of a WH&B Range when there is; signifi-
cant public value present, unique characteristics in a herd or an outstand-
ing opportunity for public viewing. 

I-Martaw-4: A range of alternatives was considered by BLM in develop-
ment of the PRMP.  Three new ACECs are proposed for designation.  See 
ACEC Nomination Report Appendix F – No public nominations were 
received applicable to WH&Bs. 

I-Martaw-5: WH& B viewing areas have been added to the Watchable 
wildlife section. 

I-Martaw-6: Comment noted. 

I-Martaw-7: Establishing appropriate management levels based on moni-
toring and evaluations are implementation level decisions.  Separate im-
plementation planning and NEPA compliance would include public in-
volvement.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Martaw Comments 
I-Martaw-7  
Cont-d 

I-Martaw-8 

I-Martaw-9 

I-Martaw 10 

I-Martaw-11 

I-Martaw-12 

I-Martaw-13 

I-Martaw-14 

Individuals - 145 

Responses 

I-Martaw-8:  Determining  impacts based on monitoring with respect to 
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7. 

I-Martaw-9:   Comment noted. 

I-Martaw-10:  Objective D – WH&B 1 provides for supporting healthy 
populations, achieving land health standards and a thriving natural eco-
logical balance. 

I-Martaw-11 : The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to 
livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Poli-
cy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed 
for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized 
to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed 
levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimination of livestock 
grazing. 

I-Martaw-12: Establishing appropriate management levels based on monitor-
ing and evaluations are implementation level decisions.  Separate implemen-
tation planning and NEPA compliance would include public involvement. 

I-Martaw-13: This is reflected in FEIS.  Refer to D-LG 1.11. 

I-Martaw-14: BLM policy and technical references define methods for 
monitoring and meeting watershed, riparian, and aquatic health and 
functionality standards. 



  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    
   

    
  

 

   
   

 
 

 

   

    

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Martaw Comments 
I-Martaw-14 
Cont-d 

I-Martaw-15 

I-Martaw-16 

I-Martaw-17 

I-Martaw-18 

I-Martaw –19 

I-Martaw-20 

Responses 

I-Martaw-15: This action is an implementation level decision, not an 
RMP level decision. During the implementation level planning process a 
separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will be conducted. 

I-Martaw-16: Comment noted. 

I-Martaw-17: Comment noted. 

I-Martaw-18: Management of big game species and populations are un-
der the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is 
outside the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and 
Legislative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW 
in the management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use mandate, 
the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of public land re-
sources. 

I-Martaw-19: Establishing appropriate management levels based on 
monitoring and evaluations are implementation level decisions.  Separate 
implementation planning and NEPA compliance would include public 
involvement.  

I-Martaw-20: See response I-Martaw-18. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Martaw Comments 

I-Martaw-20 
Cont-d 

I-Martaw-21 

I-Martaw-22 

I-Martaw-23 

I-Marttaw-24 

I-Martaw-25 

I-Martaw-26 

Responses 

I-Martaw-21: See response I-Martaw-15.  All Renewable Energy 
Plans of Developments subject to a federal action are required to be 
reviewed under NEPA. 

BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis.  Several GIS 
layers are available to the public for downloading at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/ 
geographic_sciences/gis/geospatial_data.html. 

I-Martaw-22:  WH&B management with respect to fencing is addressed 
in WHB 2.  Herd Management Areas are addressed when multiple use 
proposals occur within these areas in site specific NEPA analysis.  
These documents are made available to the public. 

I-Martaw-23: See response I-Martaw-18. 

I-Martaw-24: Comment noted. 

I-Martaw-25: Comment noted. 

I-Martaw-26: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Martin Comments Responses 

I-Martin-1 
I-Martin–1: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-McGraw Comments Responses 

I-McGraw-1  I-McGraw-1: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments ResponsesI-McMaster 

I-McMaster-1  

I-McMaster-1: Comments noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Melby Comments Responses 

I-Melby –1 

I-Melby –2 

I-Melby –3 

I-Melby –4 

I-Melby-5 

I-Melby –6 

I-Melby-1: D-WR 2.1 references mitigation measures which, as with other 
economic ventures, would be provided by the proponent. Each case will be 
evaluated to determine the appropriate mitigation which could include 
resource damage monitoring.  

I-Melby-2: Land health standards are generally broadly applied; however, 
BMPs and mitigation measures are project specific to help meet those land 
health standards. 

I-Melby-3: The BLM adheres to United States Code: Title 43 USC 666, 
also known as the McCarran amendment, which requires that federal enti-
ties waive sovereign immunity and comply with state water law. If water 
law conflicts with management objectives and actions, the BLM will defer 
to state law and seek to use the most effective alternative means to manage 
the health of the land and its multiple uses. 

I-Melby-4: See response I-Melby-1 and 2. 

I-Melby-5: Comment noted. 

I-Melby-6: BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  Refer to Action 
VWM 2.1.  For most prescribed fire planning BLM adheres to cool-season 
burns.  However, there may be situations where burning in warm season is 
necessary especially for research studies or in upper elevations.  Limita-
tions based on season may not allow for meeting management objectives. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Melby Comments 

I-Melby –7 

I-Melby –8 

I-Melby –9 

I-Melby –10 

I-Melby-11 

I-Melby –12 

I-Melby –13 

I-Melby –14 

Individuals - 152 

Responses 

I-Melby-7: Comment noted. 

I-Melby-8: According to the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003-
Section 102(e)(1)(D) which states in part; “Old Growth Stands is “based 
on structure and composition characteristic of the forest type”…  BLM 
policy per “The Healthy Forest Initiative and Healthy Forest Restoration 
Act – Interim Field Guide” further clarifies ”the HFRA does not mandate 
particular definitions of “Old Growth” or specific process to identify old-
growth stands.” BLM utilized existing structure and composition of the 
forest type to delineate old growth stands. 

I-Melby-9: BLM identified a range of alternatives with respect to weed 
management.  Alternatives A, B, and D all include chemical treatments. 

I-Melby-10: The BLM complies with FLPMA and other applicable laws 
and regulations by employing principles of coordination, cooperation, 
consultation, and collaboration to enhance communication, obtain advice 
or opinion, encourage participation, and inform and engage diverse inter-
ested parties for the purpose of seeking  solutions for managing  public 
lands.  

I-Melby-11: Comment noted. 

I-Melby-12:  Resilience of vegetative communities is stated in Objective 
VR 1. 

I-Melby-13: BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  See Action 
WFM 2.1. 

I-Melby-14:  The BLM has an extensive list of Cooperating Agencies 
and partners to accomplish public land management goals and objectives. 
The BLM complies with FLPMA and other applicable laws and 
regulations by employing principles of coordination, cooperation, consul-
tation, and collaboration to enhance communication, obtain advice or 
opinion, encourage participation, and inform and encage diverse interest-
ed parties for the purpose of seeking solutions for managing public 
lands. 



  

 

  

  

 
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
 

  

 

  

     

 
  

 
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Melby Comments Responses 

I-Melby-15 

I-Melby-16 

I-Melby-17 

I-Melby-18 

I-Melby-19 

I-Melby-20 

I-Melby-21 

I-Melby-15:  Comment noted. 

I-Melby-16: According to BLM Emergency Stabilization and Reha-
bilitation Handbook, BLM policy is to determine seed mixes on a case 
-by-case bases.  See also BLM Manual 1745 Introduction, Transplant, 
Augmentation, and Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants; and 
Executive Orders 11987 and 13112.  Action D-VR1.3 prioritizes uti-
lizing native seeds first, followed by non-natives.  See also Action VR 
4.1.  Additionally, the BLM has an extensive list of Cooperating
 
Agencies and partners to accomplish public land management goals 

and objectives. 


I-Melby-17:   See C and D VR 4.1.  BLM emergency stabilization policy 
requires seeding to be completed within 1 year from the date the fire is 
contained.  Restoration priorities are also defined by BLM policy. The 
Winnemucca District strives to seed in the fall following the fire, usually 
within a few months depending on the date the fire is contained. 

I-Melby-18: BLM works with other partners in developing Emergency 
Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plans. 

I-Melby-19: Maintain (6) and restore (7) sagebrush communities, these 
actions are not listed from high to low, there is  no priority. 

I-Melby-20: Granite Range is already proposed for exclusion area under 
Alternative C and D 5.4. Priority Habitat map has been revised in the 
FEIS. In addition, the area extending from the Granite Range to Fox 
Mountain is included as the proposed Priority 1 habitat.  The proposed 
Pine Forest ACEC includes large acreages and addresses wildlife needs. 
An area south of the ACEC, that is important sage grouse habitat, has 
been reconsidered for designation as Priority wildlife habitat areas in the 
FEIS. 

I-Melby-21: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Melby Comments Responses 

I-Melby-22 :
 
BLM has developed a range of alternatives.
 

I-Melby –22 

I-Melby-23: Suggested actions are in place through the Tri-State WHB 
Memorandum of Understanding. 

I-Melby –23 

I-Melby-24: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed 
I-Melby-24 at the site specific or allotment level. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Melby Comments Responses 

I-Melby –24 
Cont-d 

I-Melby-25 

I-Melby –26 

I-Melby-27 

I-Melby-28 

I-Melby-25: 
Comment noted. 

I-Melby-26: 
Comment noted. 

I-Melby-27 : 
Objectives and Management Actions Common to All Alternatives – 
Wildland Fire Ecology Management includes: CA-WFM1 & CAWFM 
1.1-1.5 which addresses suppression management priorities.  Objective 
CA-WFM 3 and Management Actions CA-WFM 3.1-3.3 addresses man-
agement of fuels. Fuels Management is also addressed in section WFM 
2. 

I-Melby-28 : 
Winnemucca District fire history shows about half of all fires are human 
caused.  The Winnemucca District has a long history of utilizing roads as 
fuelbreaks or to enhance fuelbreaks. Appendix B-BMPs and SOPs has been 
revised to reflect:  Where practical construct fuelbreaks/greenstrips in areas 
previously disturbed such as along roadways and in previous burned areas. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Melby Comments Responses 

I-Melby-29 

I-Melby-30 

I-Melby-31 

I-Melby-32 

I-Melby-33 

I-Melby-34 

I-Melby-29: See VR 1.2 There are a range of land and vegetation treat-
ments available to protect, maintain, or improve vegetation that are avail-
able, including livestock grazing if appropriate.  Action WFM 2.1 has 
been modified to include prescribed grazing for alternatives A,B, and D. 

I-Melby-30: All Renewable Energy Plans of Developments are required 
to be reviewed under NEPA. This process is 
a public process. Local governments may be invited to be Cooperating 
Agencies in the NEPA process. 

I-Melby-31: Granite Range is already proposed for exclusion area 
under Alternative C and D 5.4. Refer to Figure 2-62. The Fox Range 
and Pine Forest Range are WSAs which, in accordance with the Interim 
Management Policy, are excluded from right-of-ways and discretionary 
actions. The proposed Pine Forest ACEC includes large acreages and 
addresses wildlife needs. An area south of the ACEC, that is important 
sage grouse habitat, has been reconsidered for designation as Priority 
Wildlife Habitat in the FEIS. 

I-Jefferson-32: See Action D-R 10.1 for the BLM definition of 
“Limited”. 

I-Melby-33: A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management 
Plan (CTTMP) will address these concerns after the Record of Decision 
for the RMP is signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public 
participation and input. 

I-Melby-34: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Melby Comments Responses 

I-Melby-35 

I-Melby-36 

I-Melby-37 

I-Melby-38 


I-Melby-39 


I-Melby –40 


I-Melby-35: Comment Noted 

I-Melby-36: These are the areas designated by the working group. 

I-Melby-37: Comment Noted 

I-Melby-38: Objective D-WR 2 includes providing water for wildlife on 
public lands.  The BLM does not anticipate transporting water for wild-
life purposes. 

I-Melby-39: Fire fighting tactics are implementation level decisions and 
are made on a case-by-case basis. 

I-Melby-40: Comment noted 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Melby Comments Responses 

I-Melby-41 

I-Melby-42 

I-Melby-43 

I-Melby-44 

I-Melby-45 

I-Melby-41 : Comment noted. 

I-Melby-42 : Comment noted. 

I-Melby-43 : Comment noted. 

I-Melby-44: Comment noted. 

I-Melby-45: Providing public education and outreach are addressed under 
Recreation Objectives R 2 and R 3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Moore Comments Responses 

1-Moore-1 1-Moore-1: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Morgan Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Morgan Comments Responses 

I-Morgan-1 
 

I-Morgan-
1 

I-Morgan-1:  

The RMP analyzes several alternatives for grazing in the Rye Patch area, 

to include closure of all or a portion of the public land near the Humboldt
 
River Ranch Estates to grazing, to leaving the public land area open to
 
grazing.
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Morgan Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Munn Comments Responses 

I-Munn-1 
I-Munn-1:   
Comments not  ed. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Nappe Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Nappe Comments Responses 

I-Nappe –1 

I-Nappe –2 

I-Nappe –3 

I-Nappe-1:
 
The BLM has conducted additional analysis for climate change in the 

FEIS. This analysis includes greenhouse gases, major economic sec-
tors contributing to emissions that are subject to BLM land use man-
agement practices, global mean temperature changes, and future 

trends. 


I-Nappe-2:
 
These types of protections are beyond the scope of this RMP and could
 
be considered in future site specific actions. 


I-Nappe-3:
 
Action S 1.5 gives a range of alternatives applicable to biological crusts.  

Action D-S 1.5 includes minimizing excessive breaking up or shearing 

of biological crusts.  Biological crusts are also addressed in site specific 

NEPA documents on a case-by-case basis, which may include mitigation 

measures to reduce adverse impacts to biological crusts.
 

I-Nappe-4: 
Comment noted. I-Nappe –4 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Nappe Comments Responses 

I-Nappe-5:
 
Action WHB 1.7 – Alternatives A,B, and D do not limit or restrict 

birth control methods for WH&B.  


I-Nappe-6:
 
A comprehensive travel & transportation management plan will be de-
veloped for each of the proposed SRMAs, and this process will involve 

extensive public input and review. Recreation management plans would 

be subject to separate NEPA process and will include opportunities for 

public participation.
 

I-Nappe-4  
Cont  -d 

I-Nappe –5 

I-Nappe –6 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Novotny Comments Responses 

I-Novotny-1 I-Novotny-1: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Nylen Comments Responses 

I-Nylen-1 
I-Nylen-1: BLM has revisited WH&B management actions and analysis 
in the FEIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Oster Comments Responses 

I-Oster-1 

I-Oster-2 

I-Oster-3 

I-Oster-4 

I-Oster-5 

I-Oster-6 

I-Oster –7 

I-Oster –8 

I-Oster –9 

I-Oster  -10 

I-Oster  -11 

I-Oster –12 

Individuals - 169 

I-Oster-1: The Wild Horse and Burro Act did not specify legal descrip-
tions in the designation of the HMAs and HAs.  Several GIS layers are 
available to the public for downloading at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/ 
gis/geospatial_data.html. BLM must manage WH&Bs in accordance 
with the WH&B Act and applicable policy or guidance. 
I-Oster-2: Establishing appropriate management levels based on moni-
toring and evaluations are implementation level decisions.  Separate 
implementation planning and NEPA compliance would include public 
involvement.  

I-Oster-3: Determining  impacts based on monitoring with respect to 
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7 

I-Oster-4: Comment noted. 

I-Oster-5 : Comment noted. 

I-Oster-6: WH& B viewing areas have been added to the Watchable 
wildlife section. 

I-Oster-7: Determining  impacts based on monitoring with respect to 
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7 

I-Oster-8:Determining  impacts based on monitoring with respect to 
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7 

I-Oster 9-Identifying and setting objectives for herd composition is an 
implementation decision.  Separate implementation planning and 
NEPA compliance would include public involvement.  

I-Oster-10: Managing of predators falls under jurisdiction of the Ne-
vada Department of Wildlife. 

I-Oster-11:Comment noted. 

I-Oster-12: See water resources and Fish & Wildlife Objective - D-
FW 9 and following actions.  

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences


  

 

 
 
 

 

  
 

 
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

   
 
 

   

   

 

 

  

 
    

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

   
 
  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Oster Comments Responses 

I-Oster-13 


I-Oster-14 


I-Oster –15 


I-Oster –16  


I-Oster  -17
 
I-Oster-18
 

I-Oster –19 


I-Oster-20
 

I-Oster-21
 

I-Oster-22
 

I-Oster-13: See all alternatives under LG 5.1 and BMPs  #7 relating to 
livestock grazing. 

I-Oster-14: BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis.  Sev-
eral GIS layers are available to the public for downloading at:  
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/ 
gis/geospatial_data.html. See figure 2-6 Herd Areas and Figure 2-10 for 
location of HMAs  

I-Oster-15: Determining  impacts based on monitoring with respect to 
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7 

I-Oster-16: Comment noted. 

I-Oster-17: Comment noted. 

I-Oster-18: Comment noted. 

I-Oster-19: Action D-WH&B 4.1 Addresses implementation of permit 
stipulations and mitigations measures relating to multiple uses and pro-
tection of WH&Bs.  

I-Oster-20: Comment noted. 

I-Oster-21: Comment noted. 

I-Oster-22: Disposal of Public lands is addressed at D-LR 3.1.  Lands 
proposed suitable for disposal must meet requirements of FLPMA and 
criteria listed under this action. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Page Comments Responses 

I-Page-1  

I-Page-2  

I-Page-3  

I-Page-4  

I-Page-1: Consistent with 43 CFR 4700.0-6, WH&B shall be managed in bal-
ance with other uses and the productive capacity of their habitat (i.e., WH&B 
will be managed to achieve and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance 
(TNEB) and multiple use relationships on the public lands).   The WFRHBA 
requires the BLM to manage horses in a manner that is designed to achieve 
and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance on the public lands (16 
USC § 1333(a)). See also Animal Protection Institute of America, 109 IBLA 
112, 115 (1989) (―…the ‗benchmark test ‘for determining the suitable num-
ber of wild horses on the public range is ‗thriving natural ecological bal-
ance’…) (Dahl v. Clark, 600 F. Supp. 585, 594 (D. Nev. 1984)). To achieve a 
TNEB on the public lands, WH&B should be managed in a manner that as-
sures significant progress is made toward achieving the Land Health Standards 
for upland vegetation and riparian plant communities, watershed function, and 
habitat quality for animal populations, as well as other site-specific or land-
scape-level objectives, including those necessary to protect and manage 
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species. WH&B herd health is pro-
moted by achieving and maintaining TNEB. Handbook 4700-1 

I-Page-2:  Baseline genetic diversity will be determined for all WH&B herds. 
Once a baseline is established, additional samples will be collected to reassess 
genetic diversity every other gather (e.g., every 6-10 years). If testing indicates 
diversity is less than desired, the herd should be reassessed more frequently 
(e.g., every gather).  In the past, genetic diversity was assessed by evaluating 
blood samples from the herd. Hair samples are now used to assess genetic diver-
sity. Procedures for collecting and processing WH&B hair samples are de-
scribed in Appendix 1 (Genetics Data and Hair Sample Collection Instructions). 
A report assessing genetic diversity is developed for each set of samples from an 
HMA. 

I-Page-3: Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential components: forage, 
water, cover, and space. These components must be present within the HMA in 
sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations and healthy range-
lands over the long term. If they are not present in sufficient amounts, the au-
thorized officer should consider amending or revising the LUP to remove the 
area’s designation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a designated 
HMA to HA status, the total population of WH&B should then be gathered and 
removed. See BLM Manual Section 4710.3. 

A recurring pattern of WH&B movement out of the HMA to access forage, 
water, or thermal or hiding cover is an indication that year-long WH&B use 
cannot be sustained. If one or more of the key habitat components is missing, 
the HMA should be considered as unsuitable for year-long use. In these situa-
tions, the authorized officer should consider removing the area’s designation as 
an HMA through LUP. 

I-Page-4: Comment noted. Individuals - 171 



  

 

 

 

  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Perry-Jones et al Comments Responses 

I-Perry-Jones et 
al-1 

I-Perry-Jones et 
al-2 

I-Perry Jones e  t 
al-3 

I-Perry-Jones et al-1: The BLM brought forward seven areas that 
contain lands with wilderness characteristics. See D-WSA 2.1. 

I-Perry-Jones et al-2: See Action C-WSA 2.1. 

I-Perry Jones et al-3: This will be addressed and brought forward in 
the subsequent Transportation & Travel Management Planning pro-
cesses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Perry-Jones et Comments Responses 
I-Perry-Jones et 
al-3 
Cont  -d. 

I-Perry-Jones et 
al-4 

Individuals - 173 

I-Perry-Jones et al-4 : See response I-Perry Jones et al-3. 



  

 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Peterson Comments Responses 

I-Peterson-1  
I-Peterson-1: GIS mapping of disposal areas have been revisited in the 
FEIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Rudnicki Comments Responses 

I-Rudnicki-1 : 


I-Rudnicki-2
 

I-Rudnicki-3
 

I-Rudnicki-4
 

I-Rudnicki –5 


I-Rudnicki-6
 

I-Rudnicki-7
 

I-Rudnicki-1: The Wild Horse and Burro Act did not specify legal de-
scriptions in the designation of the HMAs and HAs. 

Several GIS layers are available to the public for downloading at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/ 
geographic_sciences/gis/geospatial_data.html 

I-Rudnicki-2: Comment noted.  

I-Rudnicki-3: Comment noted.   

I-Rudnicki-4:  Wild Horses and Burros are managed in accordance with 
the Wild Horse and Burro Act. 

I-Rudnicki-5: Comment noted.   

I-Rudnicki-6: Comment noted.   

I-Rudnicki-7: Comment noted.   
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Rudnicki Comments Responses 

I-Rudnicki –8 

I-Rudnicki –9 

I-Rudnicki –10 

I-Rudnicki –11 

I-Rudnicki –12 

I-Rudnicki –13 


I-Rudnicki-14  


I-Rudnicki-8: Comment noted.  

I-Rudnicki-9: Comment noted.  

I-Rudnicki-10: Comment noted. 

I-Rudnicki-11: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands 
to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 
provided protection for WH&B.  The Federal Land Management and 
Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be man-
aged for multiple uses.  Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses au-
thorized to occur on BLM administered land.  The RMP analyzes several 
proposed levels of livestock management, up to and including elimina-
tion of livestock grazing. 

I-Rudnicki-12: Comment noted. 

I-Rudnicki-13:  Refer to D-LG 1.11. 

I-Rudnicki-14: BLM policy and technical references define methods for 
monitoring and meeting watershed, riparian, and aquatic health and func-
tionality standards. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Rudnicki Comments Responses 

I-Rudnicki – 
15 

I-Rudnicki – 
16 

I-Rudnicki-
17 

I-Rudnicki – 
18 

I-Rudnicki – 
19 

I-Rudnicki-
20 

I-Rudnicki-
21 

15-Rudnicki-15: This action is an implementation level decision, not 
an RMP level decision.  During the implementation level planning 
process a separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will be 
conducted. 

I-Rudnicki-16: Comment noted. 

I-Rudnicki-17: Comment noted. 

I-Rudnicki-18 : The BLM works in cooperation with the Nevada De-
partment of Wildlife (NDOW) in the management of big game habi-
tat; NDOW manages big game populations. Under a multiple-use 
mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of pub-
lic land resources. 

I-Rudnicki-19: Comment noted. 

I-Rudnicki-20: Management of big game species and populations are 
under the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) 
and is outside the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning 
Criteria and Legislative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in coopera-
tion with NDOW in the management of big game habitat. Under a 
multiple-use mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced manage-
ment of public land resources. 

I-Rudnicki-21: See response I-Rudnicki-15.  All Renewable Energy 
Plans of Developments subject to a federal action are required to be 
reviewed under NEPA. 

BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis.  Several GIS 
layers are available to the public for downloading at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/ 
geographic_sciences/gis/geospatial_data.html 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Rudnicki Comments Responses 
I-Rudnicki – 

Cont-d 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Rudnicki Comments Responses 

I-Rudnicki – 
22 

I-Rudnicki – 
23 

I-Rudnicki-
24 

I-Rudnicki – 
25 

I-Rudnicki – 
26 

I-Rudnicki-
27 

I-Rudnicki-
28 

I-Rudnicki 22: Comment noted. 


I-Rudnicki 23: See response I-Rudnicki-20. 


I-Rudnicki 24: Comment noted. 


I-Rudnicki 25: See response I-Rudnicki-20. 


I-Rudnicki 26: See response I-Rudnicki-21. 


I-Rudnicki-27:  WH&B management with respect to fencing is addressed in 

WHB 2.  Herd Management Areas are addressed when multiple use pro-
posals occur within these areas in site specific NEPA analysis. These docu-
ments are made available to the public. 

I-Rudnkicki-28:  See response I-Rudnicki-20. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Rudnicki Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Salerno Comments Responses 

I-Salerno-1 I-Salerno-1: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Smith Comments Responses 

I-Smith-1:  
I-Smith-1 The BLM adheres to the requirements under the WH&B Act. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Solis Comments Responses 

I-Solis-1 

I-Solis-2 

I-Solis-3 

I-Solis-4 

Individuals - 183 

I-Solis-1: Consistent with 43 CFR 4700.0-6, WH&B shall be managed in balance 
with other uses and the productive capacity of their habitat (i.e., WH&B will be 
managed to achieve and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance (TNEB) 
and multiple use relationships on the public lands).   The WFRHBA requires the 
BLM to manage horses in a manner that is designed to achieve and maintain a 
thriving natural ecological balance on the public lands (16 USC § 1333(a)). See 
also Animal Protection Institute of America, 109 IBLA 112, 115 (1989) (―…the 
benchmark test ‘for determining the suitable number of wild horses on the public 
range is  thriving natural ecological balance’…) (Dahl v. Clark, 600 F. Supp. 585, 
594 (D. Nev. 1984)).  To achieve a TNEB on the public lands, WH&B should be 
managed in a manner that assures significant progress is made toward achieving 
the Land Health Standards for upland vegetation and riparian plant communities, 
watershed function, and habitat quality for animal populations, as well as other 
site-specific or landscape-level objectives, including those necessary to protect 
and manage Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species. WH&B herd health 
is promoted by achieving and maintaining TNEB. Handbook 4700-1.  Based on 
the requirements of FLPMA, BLM must manage public lands for multiple use. 
The WH&B management actions and analysis will be re-visited in the Final RMP/ 
FEIS. 

I-Solis-2: Baseline genetic diversity will be determined for all WH&B herds. 
Once a baseline is established, additional samples will be collected to reassess 
genetic diversity every other gather (e.g., every 6-10 years). If testing indicates 
diversity is less than desired, the herd should be reassessed more frequently (e.g., 
every gather).  In the past, genetic diversity was assessed by evaluating blood 
samples from the herd. Hair samples are now used to assess genetic diversity. 
Procedures for collecting and processing WH&B hair samples are described in 
Appendix 1 (Genetics Data and Hair Sample Collection Instructions). A report 
assessing genetic diversity is developed for each set of samples from an HMA.  

I-Solis-3: Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential components: forage, 
water, cover, and space. These components must be present within the HMA in 
sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations and healthy rangelands 
over the long term. If they are not present in sufficient amounts, the authorized 
officer should consider amending or revising the LUP to remove the area’s desig-
nation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a designated HMA to HA 
status, the total population of WH&B should then be gathered and removed. See 
BLM Manual Section 4710.3. 

A recurring pattern of WH&B movement out of the HMA to access forage, wa-
ter, or thermal or hiding cover is an indication that year-long WH&B use cannot 
be sustained. If one or more of the key habitat components is missing, the HMA 
should be considered as unsuitable for year-long use. In these situations, the au-
thorized officer should consider removing the area’s designation as an HMA 
through LUP. 

I-Solis-4: Comment noted. 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Solis Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Sparky Comments Responses 

I-Sparky-1

I-Sparky-2

I-Sparky-3

 

 

 

I-Sparky-1:  
A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan 
(CTTMP) will address these concerns after the Record of Decision for 
the RMP is signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public 
participation and input. 

I-Sparky-2
 
Comment Noted:
 

I-Sparky-3
 
Comment Noted:
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

I-Sparky 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Spotts Comments Responses 

I-Spotts-1  I-Spotts-1:  The BLM brought forward seven areas that contain lands 
with wilderness characteristics. See D-WSA 2.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Spotts Comments Responses 

I-Spotts-
2 

I-Spotts-
3 

I-Spotts-2:  See Action C-WSA 2.1. 

I-Spotts-3:  See Action C-WR-3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Stammers Comments Responses 

I-Stammers-1 

 
 
I-Stammers-2 

 
 
 
I-Stammers-3 

 
 
I-Stammers-4 

 
 
 
I-Stammers-5 


I-Stammers-1: Action D-WSA 2.1 identifies seven areas of lands with 
wilderness characteristics that meet inventory requirements. 

I-Stammers-2: Activities on private lands (such as the waste transfer sta-
tion) have limited effect on management decisions applied to Federal 
land.  Management decisions authorized by the RMP would have no ef-
fect on valid existing rights, including previously-issued geothermal leas-
es. The No Surface Occupancy recommend in this area is related to 
maintaining the integrity of the Noble’s Route, part of the California Na-
tional Historic Trail system.  See Action D-CR 6.8. 

The protected areas are within one-mile of the trace of the Noble's Route, 
a component of the California National Historic Trail (CNHT).  The 
CHNT is the subject of Objective CR6 and subsequent actions.  Particu-
larly relevant in this situation is Action CR 6.8. 

I-Stammers-3: See response I-Stammers-2. 

I-Stammers-4: Comment noted. 

I-Stammers-5: OHV closures are not proposed in the Granite Range out-
side of Wilderness/WSAs and areas for seasonal closures during bighorn 
sheep lambing.  A separate travel management plan would be developed. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Stammers Comments 

I-Stammers-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-Stammers-7 
 
I-Stammers-8 
 
I-Stammers-9 
 
I-Stammers-10 
 
I-Stammers-11 
 
I-Stammers-12 
 
 
 
I-Stammers-13 
 
 
I-Stammers-14 
 
I-Stammers-15 
 
I-Stammers-16 
 
I-Stammers-17 
I-Stammers-18 

Responses 

I-Stammers-6: Comment noted. 

I-Stammers-7: “Fast-tracking” is done on a case-by-case basis and must 
be applied for by the proponent.  Once requested it has to be reviewed and 
approved on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration orther priori-
ties. 

I-Stammers-8: Existing leases are subject to the stipulations placed on the 
lease at the time of issue.  A decision to place limitations on a particular 
area is effective only on future leases.  

I-Stammers-9: The lands around Gerlach are within the protection area for 
the California National Historic Trail, and to the northwest is proposed as 
Priority 1 Wildlife Habitat. 

I-Stammers-10: Our discussions with geothermal resource development 
companies has led us to conclude that diagonal drilling is of marginal 
benefit to them.  The depth to most of their targets puts physical and me-
chanical constraints on their ability to substantially vary their target loca-
tion from the vertical.  In those situations where we determined that diag-
onal drilling might be beneficial we proposed No Surface Occupancy as 
opposed to outright closure. 

I-Stammers-11: See response I-Stammers-8.  The decision on what level 
of NEPA analysis is appropriate in any specific situation is dependent on 
the scope of the proposal, the resources impacted, and the anticipated de-
gree of those impacts.  These determinations are beyond the scope of the 
RMP. 

I-Stammers-12: Fluid mineral leasing, when allowed, may be subject to 
stipulations designed to protect other resources present in the lease area. 
Alternatives A and B recommend the leasing scenario that is less restric-
tive, versus Alternatives C and D.  BLM is required under FLPMA to 
manage public lands in a manner that protects resources values while 
providing multiple uses.  (FLPMA Sec. 102(8) and Sec. 103(c)).  Visual 
resource inventories conducted in 1982 and more recently in 2009.  Refer 
to Figures 2-12 to 2-15. 

(Cont on next page) 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Responses 

(Responses Continued) 

I-Stammers-13: Energy Corridors are designated in the RMP.  If new 
Corridors are needed to meet future demand the plan may be amended. 
Many Renewable Energy projects will not require designated corridors.  
These projects will be handled on a case by case basis with rights of way. 
Rights of Way are permitted in Avoidance Areas if there is no other alter-
native. 

I-Stammers-14: Visual resource management areas are being proposed 
based on visual resource inventories conducted in 1982 and more recently 
in 2009.  Based on historic and current inventory data, the southeast area 
of the Granites qualifies for VRM II management. Refer to Figures 2-12 
to 2-15. 

I-Stammers-15: VRM management classes are not buffer zones.  There 
are no buffer zones adjacent to the NCA.  Refer to Figures 2-12 to 2-15. 

I-Stammers-16:  
VRM management classifications II through IV do not preclude develop-
ment. Alternatives B and D propose VRM class III for the towns of Ger-
lach and Empire.  Refer to Figures 2-12 to 2-15 for a full range of Alter-
natives. 

I-Stammers-17: See response #16. 

I-Stammers-18: Visual resource management areas are being proposed 
based on visual resource inventories conducted in 1982 and more recently 
in 2009.  Refer to Figures 2-12 to 2-15. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Stammers Comments Responses 
I-Stammers-19: Comment noted. 

I-Stammers-20: The NCA was created to protect segments of emigrant 
tails and other values within the NCA.  However, there are emigrant trail 
segments and other resource values outside of NCA boundary that war-

I-Stammers-19 rant protection.  The NCA protects portions of the Applegate-Lassen 
Trail, the Nobles Route, and the John C. Fremont Route and their I-Stammers-20 
viewsheds within the NCA boundary.  There are many other documented 
segments of these trails and routes, as well as the main California Trail I-Stammers-21 and other historic routes and their viewsheds, outside of the NCA. While 
many trail segments are clearly visible, others are overgrown. Even when 
it is overgrown the route can be verified utilizing a variety of tools in-
cluding historic maps and journals, and the presence of swales and trail I-Stammers-22 era artifacts. 

I-Stammers-21: The Applegate-Lassen Trail and the Nobles Trail are 
part of the California Emigrant Trail which has been designated as a Na-I-Stammers-23 

I-Stammers-24 
I-Stammers-25 

tional Historic Trail by Congress.  Preservation of trail segments varies 
by environmental context. Amount and regularity of use can have an 
impact as well.  While many historic trail segments are clearly visible, 
others are overgrown.  Even when the route is overgrown it can be veri-

I-Stammers-26 fied utilizing a variety of tools including historic maps and journals, and 
the presence of swales and trail era artifacts.  VRM classification devel-

I-Stammers-27 opment was the result of a combination of the visual resources inventory 
and consideration of resource values, including the viewshed of historic 
trails. VRM management here is consistent with the Comprehensive 

I-Stammers-28 Management and Use Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Oregon, California, Mormon Pioneer, and Pony Express National Histor-

I-Stammers-29 ic Trails (USDI/NPS 1999) prepared by the National Park Service. Based 
on these factors, the BLM has developed a range of alternatives. See 
VRM Objective 2. 

I-Stammers-22: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are ad-
dressed at the site specific or allotment level.  See LG 1.3 

I-Stammers-23 through I-Stammers-29 : Comments noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Stripe Comments Responses 

I-Stripe  -1 I-Stripe-1: 
BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives that considered 
areas closed to livestock grazing. Action D-LG 1.3 does not close 
portions of Humboldt House and East Rye Patch allotments.  The 
social and economic section has been updated in the PRMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses I-T 
Comments 

I-T –1 

I-T-2 

I-T-3 

I-T-4 

I-T-5 

I-T-6 

I-T-7 

Responses 

I-T-1: Comment noted. 

I-T-2: There are no designated wild horse and burros areas.  HMAs are 
areas where burros and wild horses were found in 1971 that the BLM 
manages for horses but not exclusively.   Alternative C-LG 1—option 2 
proposes elimination of livestock grazing throughout the Winnemucca 
District. 

I-T-3: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to live-
stock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and pro-
vided protection for WH&B.  The Federal Land Management and Policy 
Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for 
multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized to 
occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed 
levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimination of livestock 
grazing.  The BLM has revisited the WH&B management actions and 
environmental analysis in the FEIS/RMP. 

I-T-4: The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B shall be de-
termined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring data and 
following a site-specific environmental analysis decision process. 

For-age for WH&B (AUMs) is allocated based on the AML upper limit. 

I-T-5: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at 
the site specific or allotment level. 

I-T-6: This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and through 
properly managed livestock grazing. 

I-T-7: Management of big game species and populations are under the 
jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is 
outside the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria 
and Legislative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with 
NDOW in the management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use 
mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of public 
land resources. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

I-T-8
 

I-T-9
 

I-T-10
 

I-T-8: Action WHB 1.7 – Alternatives A,B, and D Allows use of 
birth control methods for WH&B including PZP.   

I-T-9: Comment noted. 

I-T-10: Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential compo-
nents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be 
present within the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy 
WH&B populations and healthy rangelands over the long term. If 
they are not present in sufficient amounts, the authorized officer 
should consider amending or revising the LUP to remove the area‘s 
designation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a designat-
ed HMA to HA status, the total population of WH&B should then be 
gathered and removed. See BLM Manual Section 4710.3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Teixeira Comments Responses 

I-Teixeira  -1 

I-Teixeira-1:  

Alternative D-LG 1.3 considers closure of livestock grazing within
 
areas near the Humboldt River Ranch. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Trout Comments Responses 

I-Trout-1 

I-Trout-2 

I-Trout-3 

I-Trout –4 

I-Trout-1: We have identified the cemetery until a specific additional area 
is identified, we are unable to include that area in the alternatives. 

I-Trout-2: We have identified these lands suitable for disposal that would 
address trespass issues in the event Congress approves transfer.  The pro-
posed land transfer would address all trespasses.  See action C and D LR 

I-Trout-3: The entire section north of the Humboldt County Landfill is 
designated as suitable for disposal. Land disposal around the Town of 
Gerlach was coordinated with Washoe County.  Lands meeting the crite-
ria around Orovada have been designated as suitable for possible dispos-
al. 

I-Trout-4: Lands in these areas are included in the lands suitable for possi-
ble disposal. Those lands shown as lands to be retained have known re-
source values that preclude any possible disposal. 
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I-VanSlyke-4: 
 
 

 
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Van Slyke Comments Responses 

I-VanSlyke-1: Comment noted. 

I-VanSlyke-2: The Taylor Grazing Act authorized the use of rangelands 
to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 
provided protection for WH&B.  The Federal Land Management and 
Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be man-I-VanSlyke-1:  
aged for multiple uses.  Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses 
authorized to occur on BLM administered land.  The RMP analyzes 
several proposed levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimi-
nation of livestock grazing. 

I-VanSlyke-3:  I-VanSlyke-2: 
A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan (CTTMP) 
will address these concerns after the Record of Decision for the RMP is 
signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public participation 
and and input. I-VanSlyke-3: 

I-VanSlyke-4: Comment noted. 

I-VanSlyke-5: Comment noted. 

I-VanSlyke-6: Comment noted. I-VanSlyke-5: 

I-VanSlyke-7: Management of big game species and populations are under 
the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is out-I-VanSlyke-6: 
side the scope of this analysis.  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and Legis-
lative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW in the I-VanSlyke-7: management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use mandate, the BLM 
strives to achieve a balanced management of public land resources. 
Action WHB 1.7 – Alternatives A,B, and D Allows use of birth control 
methods for WH&B including PZP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Van Slyke Comments Responses 

I-Van Slyke-7  
Cont  -d. 
 
I-Van Slyke-8  
 
 
I-Van Slyke-9  
 
 

I-Van Slyke-8:
 
Comment noted.
 

I-Van Slyke-9:
 
Comment noted.
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Vanderstad Comments Responses 

I-Vanderstad-1  

I-Vanderstad-2  

I-Vanderstad-1:  

Comment noted.
 

I-Vanderstad:-2:
 
Comment noted.
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments ResponsesI-Weymouth 

I-Weymouth-1 I-Weymouth-1:   
Comment note  d. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Wicart Comments Responses 

I-Wicart  -1 I-Wicart-1: BLM is required to manage WH&Bs based on the WH&B 
Act. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Wilson Comments Responses 

I-Wilson, J. 
-1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-Wilson, J. 
-2  

I-Wilson, J.-1: 

A separate implementation/activity plan would be developed for RMZs 

which would include NEPA analysis and public involvement. 


I-Wilson, J.-2: 

This will be further addressed & brought forward in the subsequent
 
Transportation & Travel Management Planning processes.
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Wilson Comments Responses 

I-Wilson, S.-
1 

I-Wilson, S.-
2 

I-Wilson, S.- 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 

I-Wilson, S.-
9 

I-Wilson, S.-1 and 2: Comments noted.   

 I-Wilson, S.-3:  Comment noted.

 I-Wilson, S.-4:  The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands 
to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Pol-
icy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed 
for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized 
to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed 
levels of livestock management, up to and including elimination of live-
stock grazing. 

 I-Wilson, S.-5:  LG 1.3, option 2 analyzed no livestock grazing through-
out the District.  

 I-Wilson, S.-6:  This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and 
through properly managed livestock grazing.

 I-Wilson, S.-7:  Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are ad-
dressed at the site specific or allotment level. 

 I-Wilson, S.-8:  Comment noted.

 I-Wilson, S.-9:  Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Wong Comments Responses 

I-Wong-1 

I-Wong-1: The PRMP does not close areas near Humboldt River Ranch to 
grazing – See Action #-LG 1.3  
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Yates Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Yates Comments Responses 

I-Yates-1 

I-Yates-1:  
Comment note  d. 

Individuals - 207 



	Appendix M. Public Comments and Responses

	Individuals

	Martaw

	Louise Martin

	John & Sally McGraw

	Larry McMaster

	Terrence J. Melby 
	P.M. Moore

	Georgia Morgan

	Leon Munn Jr.

	Tina Nappe

	Mary Novotny

	Dorothy Nylen

	Sherry Oster

	Linda Page

	Jean Perry-Jones, Alan Bernhard, and Tom Jones V

	Will Roger Peterson

	Susan Rudnicki

	Marcia Salerno

	Mary Ann Smith

	Alexandria Solis

	Bob Sparky

	Richard Spotts

	Donna Stammers

	Don Stripe

	T

	Margaret Teixeira

	Lewis W. Trout

	Patti Van Slyke

	Maureen Vanderstad

	Weymouth Kamakana

	Gudrun Wicart

	Josh Wilson

	Sharon Willson 
	Scholastica Wong

	Pamela Yates






